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Abstract 
 
Methodologically this research is based on the approach of many social scientists who argue that there is a bidirectional link: one 
runs from economic growth (EG) to human development (HD), as the resources from national income are allocated to activities 
contributing to HD; the other runs from HD to EG, when human capital helps increase national income. The background of this 
study is based also on the previous empirical researches of the authors, where they found statistically significant tendency of a 
middle strong negative correlation (r=-0.615, p=0.000) between the achieved competitiveness level of a country and its growth 
capacity – so-called “developed” countries have lower growth capacity. This tendency made the authors think of the HD trends. 
What if countries with higher indicators of HD also have lower growth capacity in the development of their people? And how are 
GC and HD trends interconnected? So, the purpose of this study is to take a fresh look at HD in global comparative researches, 
taking into consideration the abovementioned previous findings in global competitiveness trends. Correlation analysis of HDI 
2006 and average annual change of HDI 2006-2012 showed that similarly with GCI growth trends countries with higher HD 
level also have lower growth capacity in this indicator (r=-0.573, p=0.000). The authors also found out that global growth trends 
of GCI and HDI are interconnected with statistically significant positive correlation (r=+0.364, p=0.000).The authors conclude 
that globally more developed countries are currently losing not only their GC, but also HD capacity, and both these trends are 
statistically significant. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Selection and/ peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center 
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1. Introduction 
The many researchers and scientists, analysing human development (HD) and economic growth (EG), conclude 
that there is a bidirectional link: one runs from EG to HD, as the resources from national income are allocated to 
activities contributing to HD; the other runs from HD to EG, when human capital helps increase national income 
(Ranis et al. 2000; Ranis, Stewart, 2001; Ramirez et al., 1998; Bundala, 2012). 
There are many studies on how the increase of the HD level facilitates the EG of a country (Ranis et al., 2000; 
Suri et al., 2011; Streeten, 1994; Boozer et al., 2003). Certainly a well-educated and healthy human capital is a 
significant factor of state competitive advantages formation, it influences the labour efficiency and productivity, 
which in its turn attracts foreign direct investment into a country, in other words better health and education attract 
money into a nation’s economy. An educated and healthy labour often becomes a fundamental influence factor for 
foreign investors when making a decision regarding capital investment (Malik, 2013).  
The background of this study is based also on the previous empirical researches, carried out by the authors, which 
were realized using the data of the Global Competitiveness Ranking of the World Economic Forum. The authors 
found statistically significant tendency of a negative correlation between the achieved competitiveness level of a 
country and its growth capacity – countries with higher competitiveness level (so-called “developed” countries) 
have lower growth capacity (Boronenko, Lonska, 2013). These tendencies made the authors think of the human 
development trends. What if countries with higher indicators of human development also have lower growth 
capacity in the development of their people? And how are global competitiveness and human development trends 
interconnected? So, the purpose of this study is to take a fresh look at human development in global comparative 
researches, taking into consideration the abovementioned previous findings in global competitiveness trends. 
2. Methods 
The empiric study of the authors presented in this article is secondary and is based on two global comparative 
researches: Human Development Report of the United Nations Development Programme (Malik, 2013) and Global 
Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum (Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2013). 
The World Economic Forum’s annual competitiveness reports are examining 12 pillars to compute the Global 
Competitiveness Index (GCI). This comprehensive index involves static and dynamic components as a weighted 
average of many different aspects. GCI combines survey data and hard data to capture microeconomic and 
macroeconomic foundations of national competitiveness through these pillars. Using all of the data, ranks and scores 
are published year by year. A nation’s level of competitiveness reflects the extent to which it is able to provide 
rising prosperity to its citizens and GCI have examined the many factors enabling national economies to achieve 
sustained economic growth and long-term prosperity. The value of the index are measured in a scale from 1 to 7, 
where 7 is the maximum value, namely, indicates the highest level of competitiveness.   
Human Development Index (HDI) has been used since 1990 and it was the first attempt to incorporate different 
aspects of quality of life. It was modified and redefined in 2010 (details can be found in Klugman, 2010). This 
composite index aggregates three dimensions: (1) a long and healthy life, measured by life expectancy at birth, (2) 
access to knowledge, combining mean and expected years of schooling, (3) a decent standard of living, measured by 
Gross National Income per capita (PPP US$). Higher value means better wellbeing for nations. The values of the 
index vary in a range from 0 to 1, where 1 is the highest level of human development in the country.  
In the course of the present empirical study the authors worked with annual average change of the both indexes in 
102 states (having information both on GCI and HDI) from 2006 until 2012 for HDI and from 2005 until 2012 for 
GCI. For a more detailed analysis of countries’ growth capacity trends both for HDI and GCI correlation analysis 
and cluster analysis were used. 
3. Results 
Correlation analysis of GCI and HDI scores’ interconnection with their average annual change during the period 
of 2005-2012 for GCI and 2006-2012 for HDI shows that there is statistically significant correlation between all 
searched variables (see Table 1). The results of the correlative analysis show that: 
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x countries, having a faster growth of competitiveness, also the human capital develops at a faster speed (r = 
+0.364, p = 0.000). The most interesting is that these are not so called “developed” countries that take higher 
places in the competitiveness rating, but do not show their ability to grow. Often happens the contrary – every 
year the “developed” countries sustainably lose their competitiveness, and the tendency is typical also of their 
human capital development: it is still better developed than in the uncompetitive countries, but this development 
statistically is getting slower in comparison to the yet uncompetitive, but swiftly gaining power countries; 
x the countries, which reached a higher level of competitiveness in 2005, show statistically considerable tendency 
of this competitiveness to decrease within the following 7 years (until 2012) (r = -0.615, p = 0.000), namely, the 
higher the competitiveness of the country was in 2005, the faster it went down and vice versa;  
x the countries which reached a higher level of human development in 2006 show statistically considerable 
tendency of this development to slow down within the following 6 years (r = -0.573, p = 0.000). 
Table 1. Correlative interconnections between GCI, HDI and their trends, Pearson correlation coefficients, n = 102 countries. 
Kind of correlation Pearson correlation 
coefficient 
Significance (2-tailed) 
Correlation between average annual change of GCI (2005-
2012) and average annual change of HDI (2006-2012) 
+0.364** 0.000 
Correlation between GCI 2005 and average annual change of 
GCI (2005-2012) 
-0.615** 0.000 
Correlation between HDI 2006 and average annual change of 
HDI (2006-2012) 
-0.573** 0.000 
** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
Source: elaborated by the authors using correlation analysis of the data of Malik, 2013; Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2013. 
 
 
The cluster analysis of 102 countries of the world, carried out on two variables - average annual change of GCI 
(2005-2012) and average annual change of HDI (2006-2012), divided the countries in four groups – clusters. As we 
can see in Table 2, after the step 98 of the process grouping in clusters the agglomeration coefficient increased 
sharply – from 4.029 to 9.699, namely, the amount of clusters equals 4 (102-98). 
Table 2. Agglomeration schedule of cluster analysis of countries by two variables: average annual change of GCI (2005-
2012) and average annual change of HDI (2006-2012), 6 last stages. 
Stage Clusters combined Coefficients Stage cluster first appears Next stage 
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 
96 2 26 3.391 93 90 98 
97 1 7 3.696 94 89 98 
98 1 2 4.029 97 96 99 
99 1 15 9.699 98 95 100 
100 1 80 13.671 99 0 101 
101 1 93 30.802 100 0 0 
Source: elaborated by the authors using cluster analysis of the data of Malik, 2013; Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2013. 
 
The values of two classification variables - average annual change of GCI (2005-2012) and average annual 
change of HDI (2006-2012) – in each of the four clusters are shown in the Table 3. 
Table 3. Means of average annual change of GCI (2005-2012) and average annual change of HDI (2006-2012) for defined clusters of 
countries. 
Variable Cluster 1, n = 41 Cluster 2, n = 3 Cluster 3, n = 22 Cluster 4, n = 36 
Average annual change 
of GCI (2005-2012)  
+0.05 +0.12 -0.04 0.00 
Average annual change 
of HDI (2006-2012) 
+0.01 +0.01 0.00 0.00 
Name of a cluster Growing clusters Declining cluster Stagnating cluster 
Source: elaborated by the authors using cluster analysis of the data of Malik, 2013; Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2013. 
 
The first two clusters with growth tendency of both variables – competitiveness and human development –can be 
merged in one big cluster having two subclusters under one title “Growing” (the difference between the subclusters 
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lies only in the speed of competitiveness growth). The cluster with decrease of competitiveness and having no 
increase of human capital development is called “Declining”. And the last cluster without growth of the both 
variables is called “Stagnating”. 
The following table contains a list of countries included in every cluster, as well as the distance of every case 
from the cluster’s center (the countries with the least distance are the most typical for the cluster). 
Table 4. Clusters of countries created on the basis of two variables: average annual change of GCI (2005-2012) and average annual 
change of HDI (2006-2012). 
Cluster 1-2 - Growing Cluster 3 - Declining Cluster 4 - Stagnating 
Countries, n = 44 Distance from 
the cluster’s 
center 
Countries, n = 22 Distance from 
the cluster’s 
center 
Countries, n = 36 Distance from 
the cluster’s 
center 
1st subcluster Slovenia 0.00070 Pakistan 0.00132 
Cambodia 0.00715 France 0.00093 Trinidad and 
Tobago 
0.00243 
Ethiopia 0.02352 Czech Republic 0.00392 Italy 0.00259 
Qatar 0.03055 El Salvador 0.00394 Mozambique 0.00296 
2nd subcluster Ireland 0.00500 Belgium 0.00380 
Morocco 0.00202 Venezuela 0.00579 India 0.00387 
Brazil 0.00231 Argentina 0.00863 Croatia 0.00388 
Ecuador 0.00259 Slovak Republic 0.00933 Malaysia 0.00390 
Paraguay 0.00410 Spain 0.01085 Sweden 0.00397 
Kuwait 0.00508 Portugal 0.01086 Algeria 0.00483 
Philippines 0.00541 Israel    0.01086 Norway 0.00668 
Mongolia 0.00604 Australia   0.01238 Switzerland 0.00706 
Mexico 0.00626 Hungary 0.01094 Luxembourg 0.00757 
Benin 0.00815 Chile 0.01238 South Africa 0.00905 
Bolivia 0.00834 Egypt 0.01359 Hong Kong 0.00911 
Tajikistan 0.00908 Finland 0.01376 United Kingdom 0.00951 
Cameroon 0.00909 Estonia 0.01631 Malta 0.00968 
Mauritius 0.00913 Korea 0.01671 Thailand 0.01053 
Armenia 0.00934 Jordan 0.01799 Poland 0.01096 
Chad 0.01012 Greece 0.02105 Namibia 0.01100 
Costa Rica 0.01049 Denmark 0.02352 Madagascar 0.01102 
Honduras 0.01094 Iceland 0.04632 Cyprus 0.01191 
Nicaragua 0.01199  Germany 0.01195 
Sri Lanka 0.01238 Kyrgyz Republic 0.01239 
Tanzania 0.01264 Romania 0.01246 
Bulgaria 0.01489 Zimbabwe 0.01296 
Kenya 0.01491 Russian 
Federation 
0.01403 
Indonesia 0.01551 Lithuania 0.01476 
Bahrain 0.01657 Japan 0.01481 
Peru  0.01670 Netherlands 0.01524 
Kazakhstan 0.01763 Colombia 0.01546 
Dominican 
Republic 
0.01803 Latvia 0.01629 
Guyana 0.01816 Botswana 0.01669 
Bangladesh 0.01909 Austria 0.01763 
Vietnam 0.01909 Canada 0.01787 
Uruguay 0.02216 New Zealand 0.01919 
Panama 0.02237  
Mali 0.02239 
Ukraine 0.02337 
Uganda 0.02341 
Guatemala 0.02523 
Turkey 0.02524 
Albania 0.02539 
Timor-Leste 0.02639 
Gambia 0.03380 
China 0.03411 
Source: elaborated by the authors using cluster analysis of the data of Malik, 2013; Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2013. 
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The data compiled in the Table 4 suggest that the countries which are traditionally assumed to be “developed”, in 
the majority of cases turned out to be in the cluster of stagnating or even declining countries, taking into account not 
the already made past achievements, but the direction they are developing further. Figuratively speaking, in 
comparison to the uncompetitive countries the “developed” countries resemble old men who have gained a great 
fortune, but they have no potential growth and development. Especially several countries in the first cluster – 
Cambodia, Ethiopia and Qatar - attract attention, since they show the highest rates of growth, especially according to 
the competitiveness. Exactly these are the countries entailing a particular interest for future studies of the sources 
and peculiarities of their rapid growth and development. 
4. Discussion 
Economic growth is beneficial, but not sufficient, and rising of expenditures on education (also on R&D) and 
health not always positively causes the national competitiveness. It depends on many factors, including economic 
structure, social expenditure ratios, income distribution, as well as fiscal and political decisions (Boozer et al., 2003; 
Lahiri, 2001). The link between HD and EG has to be formed implementing state policy on the behalf of the poor 
inhabitants, simultaneously investing means in education and health, increasing the number of due working places, 
preventing depletion and excessive exploitation of natural resources, ensuring gender equilibrium and fare 
distribution of income. The political measures raising the potential of people and national manufacturing 
opportunities allow the countries avoiding “the raw material trap” and diversify the economic activity (Malik, 2013). 
The growth of HD facilitates the “resource economy” changing into the “knowledge economy” when the quantity 
becomes quality and extensive economic growth turns into intensive.   
Empirical studies (Rodrik et al., 2002) confirm that HD and EG have a mutual link both at the micro and macro 
levels. At the macro level the increase in the individuals’ income is related to the education level increase that can 
be regarded as the significant basement for rising work productivity of an individual and introduction on 
innovativeness, which in its turn facilitates the common competitiveness of the state. Naturally, the population’s 
education level itself cannot achieve significant transformations in the economics, but together with advised state 
policy it essentially influences domestic and foreign investments, thereby identifying the results of economic 
activity (Haufler, Andreas, 2001).  
As regards the impact of education on EG at macro level, a number of empirical studies (Romer, 1990; Hendri, 
2012) show the positive influence of education, but its degree varies depending on the quality of education 
measures. It is important to note that it is not sufficient just to educate people, there must be an opportunity to “use” 
them productively. Also at this point the state implemented policy is of a great importance in the increase of national 
competitiveness. Improving economic competitiveness requires well educated and trained people, technological and 
network readiness and knowledge and skills to work in an innovation-rich world. 
EG creates the necessary space (only!) for investments into education and healthcare, as well as leads to synergy 
of economic and social policy. Investments into HD mean not only investments into the improvement of health 
state, improvement of education and social securing, they are also a basement of success in the dynamic and 
competitive world economy.  
There is fundamental question arising from presented and previous empirical studies as well as findings of other 
abovementioned scientists: Is it time to replace from how much the economy produces, to what it produces, and why, 
that is, to shift focus of researches in the fields of EG from the evolutionary (quantitative) paradigm of economic 
growth and development to pluralistic (qualitative) one, i.e. from development to “developments”?  
But now the authors can argue that field of economics dealt with presented topic - Economics of Development 
(Todaro, Smith, 2011; Thirlwall, 2011) - as well as the international ratings (for example, The Global 
Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum) in their research make a systemic error, losing sight of the 
fact that in a global territorial space, there are different types, planes, qualities (means – essences) of 
competitiveness and development, and which of them is unique and functional. It is incorrect to compare 
quantitatively counries with each other, and it would be useful also to compare them over time in relation to 
themselves for researching of their real competitiveness and development. 
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5. Conclusions 
1) relatively high achieved competitiveness of a country does not mean it’s high capacity to economic growth, 
but vice versa, deeper analysis of the data of global comparative researches shows that more competitive 
countries have lower capacity for an economic growth (r = -0.615, p = 0.000); 
2) relatively high achieved level of human development also does not mean high capacity to develop it 
further, but vice versa, deeper analysis of the data of global comparative researches shows that countries 
with higher level of human development have lower capacity to develop their human capital also in the 
future (r = -0.573, p = 0.000); 
3) correlation analysis of the data of global comparative researches shows that countries with higher growth 
capacity according to their global competitiveness (and they are not “developed” countries in general) have 
also higher growth capacity in human development (r = +0.364, p = 0.000); 
4) taking into consideration both average annual change of GCI (2005-2012) and average annual change of 
HDI (2006-2012) countries can be divided into three main clusters – growing (GCI = +0.05 (1st subcluster) 
or +0.12 (2nd subcluster), HDI = +0.01), declining (GCI = -0.04, HDI = 0.00) and stagnating (GCI = 0.00, 
HDI = 0.00); 
5) viewing countries considering exactly their ability to grow, and not only the achieved indicators, allows 
rethinking competitiveness and human development in global comparative researches from new 
methodological positions and carry on studies on reasons and growth specificity of one countries and 
decline/stagnation of the other. 
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